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ARGPMENT 
DEFENDANTS BRIEF EXPRESSES THE NECESSITY FOR A TRAN-
SCRIPT OF THE LOWER COURT PROCEEDINGS AND CITES RULE 12e (2) 
IN SUPPORT. DEFENDANTS CITATIONS HAVE LITTLE MERIT WHEN 
APPLIED IN THIS CASE- BECAUSE THEY ARE ALL PREDICATED ON THE 
ASSUMPTION THAT A DEFICIENCY OF EVIDENCE WAS PRIMARY IN THE 
CASES, WHEREAS IN THIS PLAINTIFFS CASE, THE ISSUE IS NOT THE 
SUFFICIENCY OF EVIDENCE NOTICED BY THE LOWER COURT— BUT THE 
DIGESTION & TRANSLATION OF THAT EVIDENCE. | 
DEFENDANTS ATTEMPT TO OVERWHELM THE REASONING OF THIS 
COURT WITH VOLUMINOUS CITATIONS REGARDING "TRANSCRIPT IMPORTANCE/ 
IS A"RED HERRING" PLOY, DESIGNED TO INVALIDATE THIS PLAINTIFFS 
RELIANCE ON THE AVAILABLE COURT RECORD OF FINDINGS. 
IIY DWELLING ON THE ISSUE OF RECORDED EVIDENCE, DEFENDANTS 
FAIL TO ADDRESS THE QUESTION OF "JUDICIAL DISCRETION" AS THE 
CAUSE OF THE ALLEGED ADVERSE RULING AND MAKES THE DOGMATIC 
INFERENCE THAT- WITH ALL DUE EVIDENCE AT NOTICE, THE COURT 
CANNOT ERR IN IT'S DECISION. HOWEVER SELDOM,-COURTS DO MAKE 
BIASED & JUDGMENTAL ERRORS,-THAT FACT BEING THE BASIS FOR 
THIS APPEAL. FOR LACK OF CONVENTIONAL REASONS, THIS PLAINTIFF 
IS PRONE TO SPECULATE THAT: THE COURT WAS INCLINED TOWARDS 
PEACE-MAKING - AND RULED TO PLACATE ALL PARTYS BY COMPROMISE. 
THAT IS FINE FOR THE NEGLIGENT BUT NOT THE INNOCENT. 
CONCLUSION 
BY THIS MANNER OF JUDGMENT, WHERE THE NEGLIGENCE IS 
INDISCRIMINATELY APPORTIONED FOR THE SAKE OF COMPROMISE, THE 
NEGLIGENT GO ON TO REPEAT THEIR NEGLIGENCE BECAUSE OF LITTLE > 
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PUNISHMENT-DETERENT S. THE INNOCENT ARE LEFT CONFOUNDED & 
RESENTFUL. I FOUND THE RULING, OUTLANDISH AND A GLARING 
CONTRADICTION TO THE LIABILITY CONCEPT OF LAW. 
I F
 "PROXIMITY TO THE CAUSE" JS THE COMPELLING EVIDENCE 
FOR BLAME APPORTIONMENT, AS IT APPEARS IN MY CASE, THEN OUR 
CONSTITUTION AND SOCTETY ARE SUBJECT TO A "HEAP OF HURT". 
CONCLUDING: I ASK THIS COURT TO "STOP THE BUCK" AT THIS 
LEVELiBY REVERSING THE LOWER COURT'S RULING. 
DATED THIS DAY OF OCTOBER 1986. Ray Worrall Pl.App. Pro-Se. 
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